time, and he worked the next day (Tr. 221-222).  Mr. Myers
stated that he and Mr. Krynicki were at the scene of the
derailment looking over the situation and directing the reha-
bilitation of the area, and the area had been closed until
shortly after 4:00 when the first trip was allowed through
(Tr. 223).  Mr. Harmon was concerned about some spillage, and
mentioned no other conditions which he believed to be hazard-
ous.' Mr. Myers stated that he asked Mr. Harmon whether he
considered the situation to be an imminent danger, and that
Mr. Harmon replied, "Well, I'll have the state and federal
inspectors here in the morning and we'll see" and left the
area (Tr. 225).  At that point in time, Mr. Myers stated that
the top was not exposed, and that work had been done on the
arches, and he climbed up on the arches and he observed no
top areas which were not covered with wood (Tr. 226).
Mr. Myers further explained as follows (Tr. 227-229):

Q.  Now, he testified earlier, that he demanded
three times that the area be closed down,
because of conditions of the roof which he says
was exposed.  How do you respond to that?

A.  I've got two responses.  Number one, it's
absolutely untrue.  He made no mention of any
bad top to me, throughout the day.  Number
two, when the roof was exposed, the area was
shut dbwn.  We were in the process of rehabili-
tating the area, it was shut down.  There was
nothing done in that area except the rehabili-
tation work.  It's beyond me, to understand
where that comment came from.

Q.  After he turned and walked away, after you
had asked him whether or not there was an immi-
nent danger, what happened?

A.  We moved the supply cars into the side
track, called the dispatcher and told him that
the area was open, and ready for traffic.

Q.  Had Mr. Turpin been in the area during the
day?

A.  Mr. Turpin worked on the rehabilitation
work the entire day, yes.

Q.  Would he have seen the top during the time
it was exposed?
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